(1)

Weak Crossover
A major motivation for this distinction of landing sites comes from data on WEAK CROSSOVER (WCO), i.e. an ungrammaticality that arises due to a variable which is coindexed with a pronoun to its left such that the pronoun does not c-command the variable (as is the case in STRONG CROSSOVER). It has been observed by Grewendorf (1988) , Haider (1993) and various other syntacticians that German displays clear WCO-effects only in long wh-movements. Whmovement in the simplex clause, short wh-movement, does not lead to a comparable loss of grammaticality. 1 The following examples are from Grewendorf (2002) .
(2) Wen 1 hat sein 1 bester Freund t 1 an die Polizei verraten? who has his best friend to the police betrayed "*Who did his best friend betray to the police?" (grammatical in German) (3) *Welchen Studenten 1 hat sein 1 Vater gesagt, dass Maria t 1 gesehen hat? which student has his father said that Maria seen has "*Which student did his father say that Maria has seen?" (ungrammatical in German) 1 Although the constructions appear to be semi-grammatical or marked for certain speakers, a judgement which I do no share myself. Following Lasnik and Stowell's (1991) analysis of the absence of a WCO-effect in English relative clauses as in John 1 , who 1 his 1 father likes t 1 , he suggests that the WCO-effect appears only if the A'-binder has been moved to a genuine operator position. The distinction between SpecFinP and SpecFocP as potential landing sites for wh-phrases enables him to argue that only SpecFocP but not SpecFinP is a genuine operator position. The absence of the WCOeffect in (2) follows because in crossing over the possessive pronoun sein, wen has been moved to the non-offending position SpecFinP and only later to SpecFocP. The presence of the WCO-effect in (3) follows because in crossing over the possessive pronoun sein, wen has now been moved from the potentially offending position SpecFocP to the matrix clause's SpecFocP. One background assumption here is that the constraint against improper movement prevents movement from SpecFocP to SpecFinP. Grewendorf's suggestion is that in this situation the FinP of the matrix clause is not projected at all. A more natural solution comes to mind rather easily: Since the wh-phrase does not terminate in the first position which is reached after A'-movement, one could equally well expect that FinP will not be projected in the embedded clause. Thus, the wh-phrase would move to SpecFocP directly. According to Grewendorf's assumptions this solution is not viable, however, because we would lose the explanation for the absence of the WCO-effect in the simplex clause. The new account of whmovement in German is, thus, characterized by the two generalizations in (4).
(4) a.
The target of short wh-movement is the non-operator position SpecFinP. b.
The target of long wh-movement is the operator position SpecFocP.
Another important aspect of the analysis is that EPP-checking is assumed only for SpecFinP, i.e. for the position whose adjacent head hosts the finite verb. Once wh-movement has passed the complementizer, there is no EPP-checking, and the assumption is that in this case wh-movement leads directly to SpecFocP. The contrast which is adduced in support of this is the one shown in (5), the judgments being Grewendorf's. While the distinction between a low A'-position such as SpecFinP and a high A'-position such as SpecFocP strikes me as well-motivated in general, I do not share the judgments in (5). In my view both questions are equally grammatical, i.e. none of them involves a WCOviolation. The difference seems to rest in the increased complexity of (5b) as compared to (5a).
3 On the other hand there is evidence that movement across the overt complementizer does target a higher A'-position such as SpecFocP. 4 If I am right with this evaluation, we have to look for another explanation of the partial absence of the WCO-effect in German. In the next section I will sketch an alternative which can be reconciled with Grewendorf's general and in my view correct distinction as described in (4).
A-Scrambling
Grewendorf and Sabel (1999) suggest with many others that scrambling in German is some kind of A'-movement, and that as a consequence wh-movement cannot take the scrambling position as the position of the variable to be bound by the wh-operator.
5 Thus, the absence of WCO effects with short wh-movement has to be relegated to the left peripheral positions discussed in the previous section. Various linguists have argued, however, that at least a subset of scrambling operations in German shows properties of A-movement.
6 From this perspective, the absence of a WCO-effect as seen in (2) can be explained quite naturally: A-movement of the object may cross the subject without interfering with variable binding. Under the plausible assumption that wh-scrambling is not performed for the purpose of wh-checking, there is no reason for the scrambling trace to count as a variable, which of course needs to be A-free, i.e. must not be coindexed with a pronoun in some A-position. This is shown in (6), a reanalysis of (2) in which the step from t 1 to t' 1 should be conceived of as an instance of A-scrambling. (6) Wen 1 hat t' 1 sein 1 bester Freund t 1 an die Polizei verraten?
The correlation between the scrambling option and the WCO-circumvention which is found in German but not in English should be a strong conceptual motivation for retaining such an approach. The fact that long wh-movement may induce a WCO-violation as seen in (3) can be accounted for by noticing that German does not allow scrambling (or at least Ascrambling) out of CP. In (3) A-scrambling of the wh-object would not rescue the derivation because the WCO-violation would invariably occur in the matrix clause. 7 The predictions are exactly the same as those made by Grewendorf's system. This is not so in (5b), however. Grewendorf predicts a WCO-effect due to direct movement to SpecFocP, whereas the Ascrambling approach predicts that the structure is rescued by first scrambling the wh-operator, in the present case wen, across the potentially offending pronoun, in the present case sein. Since to my ear (5b) is perfectly grammatical, I conclude that the A-scrambling approach should be accepted.
Do landing sites determine operator status?
Provided that there are at least two different landing sites for A'-movement, the next question to ask is whether these landing sites determine the operator status of the phrase to be moved. Recall the assumption in Grewendorf (2002) that operator status is yielded by movement to SpecFocP but not by movement to SpecFinP. Material in the latter can only agree for an EPPor V2-feature. On the other hand, movement beyond the complementizer should invariably invoke SpecFocP. The expectation is nourished that movement to SpecFocP assigns operator 5 status to the affected material. 8 I would like to demonstrate now that neither of these expectations is fulfilled.
Assume a V2-complement as in (7) in which the subject has been raised to SpecFinP for EPPor V2-checking. (7) Wer hat behauptet [ FinP Heinz-Rüdiger sei in die Toskana ausgewandert]? who has asserted Heinz-Rüdiger be subj in the Tuscany emigrated
If the subject Heinz-Rüdiger in (7) is replaced by the wh-word wer ("who"), we should expect association with the matrix wh-operator. The reason is that the lower wh-word has not taken an operator or scope position yet. Thus, replacement of the name by a wh-word should lead to a well-formed multiple question. However, (8) There are two conclusions one can draw from this: (i) The lower wer has been moved one step up into SpecFocP and has therefore undergone scope freezing, which leads to a semantic selectional conflict with the matrix predicate. Alternatively, (ii) wer has taken scope in SpecFinP and has undergone scope freezing right there, which leads to the same selectional conflict. I believe that the first conclusion is not very plausible. Projectional economy would bar the projection of the FocP-layer if there is no reason for the wh-word to take scope in the lower clause. Apart from this, SpecFinP must be a scope position for other types of operators such as quantified DPs. This is at least the most parsimonious assumption. 9 So the conclusion would be that even SpecFinP is a possible scope position, and that a wh-phrase which moves there for reasons of EPP-checking would in this position automatically display wh-scope.
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One can equally show that movement to SpecFocP does not automatically assign operator status to the affected material. Relative clauses are a case in point. Given the assumption that long A'-movement from a CP (with the overt complementizer dass) has to target SpecFocP one could be led to the expectation that long relativization exhibits a WCO-effect. This expectation is not borne out, however. (9) is, with the intended interpretation, a grammatical sentence, showing at best "weakest" crossover. soon to a colloquium invite should "Heinz-Rüdiger is a PhD-student who his adviser proposes that we should soon invite for a colloquium" 6 (9) shows that if the relative pronoun is a null constant as Lasnik and Stowell (1991) have argued, it remains such a null constant whichever A'-position it moves to. In short, the determinant of ± operator status is the phrase which is moved rather than the landing site.
On the relevance of different A'-positions
In this section I would like to show that my previous concerns do not in any way discredit the assumption of different A'-landing sites for German. Lenerz (1994:162) has drawn the attention to examples such as (10).
(10) Ihr Geld ist ja nicht weg, meine Damen und Herren.
your money is PRT not away my ladies and gentlemen. Es haben jetzt nur andere. it have now only others "Your money hasn't gone, ladies and gentlemen. It is only in the possession of others"
The positioning of an object-es in SpecFinP is remarkable because it shows that the ban on espreposing to the "Vorfeld" that had first been pointed out by Travis (1984) is not absolute. The critical sentence can be changed into a so-called extraction from V2 without any loss of grammaticality.
(11) Es glaube ich haben jetzt nur andere. it believe I have now only others However as Frey (2005a:153) has pointed out, extraction of es from a dass-CP leads to severe ungrammaticality. Changing (11) into a case of genuine long extraction as in (12) would be inconceivable.
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(12) *Es glaube ich dass jetzt nur andere haben. it believe I that now only others have
The same is true for other non-focusable or non-contrastable material. In the first class, there would be the indefinite subject pronoun man ("one", similar to French on). In the second class, there would be speaker oriented adverbs like leider ("unfortunately"), which Frey has shown cannot be contrasted. Consider Frey's (2005a) examples in (13a) and (13c) to which I add the grammatical example in (13b). (13) Again we see that in simplex clauses, movement to SpecFinP comes without any requirements as to operator status, focus status, contrastiveness etc. The same is true for apparent 7 movement from a V2-clause (cf. 13b), which in my view strongly confirms Reis' (1995) claim that such cases have to be analyzed as simplex clauses with a parenthetical insertion (cf. notes 3 and 9). Movement beyond the complementizer dass, however, must target a position with more constraints than SpecFinP. (13c) can only be interpreted with leider being associated with the matrix clause, not with the filler-gap relation which is displayed in the current representation. This position is what Grewendorf (2002) calls SpecFocP and Frey (2005a,b) SpecKontrP. If movement to the left of dass is movement to such a distinct position, the ultimate landing sites must share the properties of SpecFocP / SpecKontrP. Otherwise we would expect effects of improper movement.
I share with Grewendorf's analysis the view that movement to the specifier of dass invokes something like SpecFocP. In a recent account of the that-trace phenomenon, Bayer (2005a,b) , I argue that in Bavarian, a dialect which disrespects the DOUBLY-FILLED-COMP-FILTER (DFCF), movement to the specifier of dass can only affect wh-phrases which originate in the comment domain of the clause. In the presence of an individual-level predicate, the subject originates in a higher position. Assuming that in this case the feature for checking contrastivity is not available, the expectation is that a dass-trace effect appears. According to my intuitions this expectation is borne out. (14) I know who that clever is "I know who is clever" In (14a) the wh-phrase originates in the comment domain following an adverbial stage topic (neili). This entitles the subject to bear an appropriate feature for checking focus/contrast in a position to the left of dass. In (14b) the wh-phrase arguably originates in the topic rather than in the comment domain because no stage topic would be compatible with the individual level predicate.
12 As a consequence, the wh-phrase does not have the right feature for checking focus/contrast to the left of dass.
Since wh-movement in Standard German, a language which does respect the DFCF, does not show any such contrast, 13 the conclusion should be that in Standard German, short wh-movement is generally movement to SpecFinP. Grewendorf's generalization in (4a) will then extend to cases in which wh-movement is not triggered by the V2-requirement. To the extent that this step is feasible, the difference between DFCF-languages like modern German and non-DFCF-languages like Bavarian consists of more than just a low-level parameter by which the neutral complementizer dass can either surface or remain silent. Indirect further support for this result will be presented directly. 9
Conclusion
With his adaptation of the split-CP hypothesis for German Grewendorf (2002) has initiated a rethinking of traditional assumptions about the left periphery of the German sentence which showed a fairly stable continuum from the topological fields model to generative work in GBtheory. In the previous sections I gave additional evidence in favor of a the split-CP hypothesis while on the other hand trying to overcome certain assumptions concerning operator status and weak crossover which were considered to be constitutive for the approach.
